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¢, @ Conclusion:

{1} In vicw of the simitarity ir genczal apprarance 27
significant number of aimiler feirures,
could be the suhject of the questione” phy

{?) 1In view of the slgrificun’ pumbe r of diffuren, e b
distinguishable features, .
probably is not the pubject o the v ttiar e

graphs,
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l 13} 1a view of the quali'y of plotoprap!y a
) purnber of distinguishably foatures whirk pouft b
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g- Conments:

&. (0u@) WARNING: This photo L3RDaTISCR analvsis wis
performed utilizing the best avaitable 2ech-
rigues; however, the guality of the phite-
graphs in question precluded posizive jaci-
tification. There may be other overrisliny
factors concerning the indivedual’s care
which could confirm or inval:idlate the puoke
comparison analysis.

Attachoentss
(a7 Post-capture photographs, with overlay or oihT ©xact
identification of lmage %o be compared: .

(b: Pre-capture pheotographs:
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